This paper draws on findings from a longitudinal study of the adoption of a management innovation within an organisational setting. It is based on the findings of a case study that explores and discusses in depth a Knowledge Management programme that was introduced within a large distributed public sector agency in Europe. The aim of this research was to provide insight into the adoption process associated with management innovation. A qualitative case study strategy generates an account of the process of adoption through three phases (initiation; implementation; and outcomes), the episodes within each phase, and decision-making across the entire process. The findings contribute to the development of an extended and refined model of the process of adoption of management innovation through the consideration of the labelling, sequence and transition of phases and episodes, and decisionmaking. In this extended and refined model there are three phases with nine episodes, two of which are recursive; the phases occur in a linear sequence but may overlap, whilst the episodes occur in a non-linear sequence; and decision-making occurs within episodes, between phases, and between episodes. The study makes three primary contributions to knowledge. First, it considers the process of adoption (as opposed to the more commonly examined process of generation) of management innovation. Second, it identifies decision-making related to the changes required for adoption of a management innovation. Finally, it develops a model of the process of adoption of management innovation that includes decision-making. In addition, the output of the study can be used as a tool for project management by identifying the questions to be addressed, and the decisions to be made, at particular points of the management innovation process, taking into account local contexts.
Introduction
This paper reports the findings of a longitudinal case study research into a Knowledge Management (KM) programme that was introduced to maximise the value of information and knowledge assets within an organisational setting. The research addressed the question: 'What does a detailed study of a KM implementation reveal about the process of adoption of a management innovation?' The case in question is a large, distributed, European public sector agency that uses task forces for the management and delivery of its services. The scope of the work discussed here refers to a time period of 13 years.
Management innovations are practices that are identified in the external environment then generated, or adopted (and often modified) within organisations to further organisational goals with resulting impacts on managerial work. The KM implementation under scrutiny here can be conceived as a 'management innovation' on the basis that the programme in question exhibited the four main characteristics of a management innovation as defined in [1] and [2] . Namely:
(1) It exhibited novelty/newness. ( 2) It was implemented in practice.
Literature review

Knowledge Management as a management innovation
Research into innovation at an organisational level covers new developments in terms of: (1) product and service features or intended uses; (2) processes of production or delivery of products and services; (3) methods of marketing products or services; and/or (4) improved business practices, organisational structures, or external relations [3, pp 16-17] . These developments are typically labelled 'product', 'service', 'process', 'marketing', and 'organisational' innovation [3] .
In recent years research has drawn attention to a subfield of organisational innovation labelled 'management innovation' (for example, [4] [5] [6] [7] ). This comprises new management processes, practices, structures and techniques designed to engender competitive advantage [4, p. 822 & p. 825] . Management innovations relate to a number of business functions, such as: managing business processes (for example, business process re-engineering); reporting on operations (for example, balanced scorecard); managing human resources (for example, 360-degree feedback); structuring organisations (for example, matrix organisation); managing customer and partner relations (for example, customer relationship management); and determining strategic direction (for example, scenario planning) [5, pp.vi-vii] .
Much has been published on the role of KM in innovation processes, both in the information science literature (for example, [8] ) and beyond (for example, [3] [9] [10] [11] ). Less attention, however, has been paid to KM as an innovation in its own right [12] . Of particular interest to the study reported here is that although KM has not previously been articulated as a management innovation, it may be conceived as such. This is on the basis that KM shares the four main characteristics of management innovation (see [1] and [2] ), as illustrated in Table 1 . 
Models of the innovation process
There are the two main processes associated with innovation (in general) at an organisational level. These are labelled 'generation' and 'adoption' [20] . Previous research into management innovation has been primarily concerned with generation (for example, [4] and [5] ), understood as the creative process that results either in an innovation that, up to that point, has been unknown, or one that is distinctive from pre-existing innovations [21] . Despite the detailed analyses of the components of the first main process (generation), there remains a lack of indepth knowledge of adoption (the second). Little is known about the phases and episodes involved in how organisations become aware of management innovations, and then acquire, adapt and use them [20, p. 447 ]. This is not to say, however, that discussion of the adoption of management innovations is missing in the extant literature. Indeed, many papers on this broad theme can be readily identified. Prior work [4] has classified the existing studies as generally taking one of four perspectives: the 'institutional' perspective, which considers the adoption of management innovation with reference to socioeconomic conditions; the 'fashion' perspective, which examines the interplay between providers and users of management innovations; the 'cultural' perspective, which considers the reaction to the introduction of management innovations; and the 'rational' perspective, which reveals how management innovations deliver organisational improvements. What is lacking here, however, are studies that examine the entire process of adoption in detail, taking into account its components and associated decision making. Detailed consideration of the adoption of management innovation from a 'processual' perspective is thus absent in the literature.
While there are numerous general innovation models, there are only two that have been labelled 'management innovation'. These are the models described by Birkinshaw & Mol in 2006 [5] and Birkinshaw, Hamel and Mol in 2008 [4] . Both are concerned with the process of generation (rather than adoption) of management innovation in organisational settings. Of the extensive number of general innovation models, three others (in addition to the work of Birkinshaw, Hamel & Mol cited above) are of direct relevance to the research reported here. All three were initially proposed by Rogers in his 2003 text Diffusion of innovations [22] . First, the model of the innovation-development process is important because it relates to generation processes above [22, p. 138] . Second, the model of the innovationdecision process is closely tied with the process of adoption of innovation in organisations [22, p. 170] . This is because this model focuses on the process of individual or group decision-making in adopting innovations. Finally, the model of the innovation-adoption process is relevant because it is concerned with the adoption of innovations in organisational settings [22, p. 421] .
The five models cited above were considered together to create a consolidated model of the process of adoption that could be tested in practice in a case study organisation. Figure 1 shows that despite a lack of agreement from existing model to model, three main phases of the adoption of a management innovation -initiation, implementation and outcomes -can be identified, and that a number of episodes map to each phase, as articulated in each of the five models. It can also be seen that although the labelling of episodes differs from model to model, there is commonality in the activities that they describe. Attention is also drawn to the theme of decision-making in the models, which is elaborated in further detail below. 
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Decision-making in the adoption of management innovations, and as related to KM
Decision-making is widely discussed in the innovation literature (for example, [22] ), as well as in the management literature (for example, [23] ). Decisions that frequently involve making choices between alternatives are labelled 'decisions between alternatives' [24, p. 198] . In the innovation literature Rogers [22] highlights one such decision between alternatives: a decision to either adopt, or to reject, an innovation. Researchers who study the adoption process have focused on adoption or rejection decisions to explain the transition (or not) between phases and episodes, for example [22] .
Rogers' innovation-adoption model and innovation-decision model are depicted as two separate processes in the extant literature [22] . Here, however, they are considered together, as shown in Figure 2 . It can be seen in this figure that decisions to adopt or reject an innovation can take place at a number of points across the adoption process. The figure also shows how a decision can be made to discontinue an adoption, even after routinisation has occurred.
A decision to adopt an innovation marks a transition from one phase to another [22] [25, p. 99] . A decision may also be made to reject an innovation after routinisation has occurred [22] . This marks a transition between two possible episodes (discontinuation or routinisation) in the outcomes phase of the adoption process. Although these two outcomes have not been depicted in extant models of innovation, they feature in the narrative of the literature [22 p. 138 & p. 190] .
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A consolidated model of the process of adoption of management innovation
Drawing on the literature cited above, it is possible to present a theoretical model of the process of adoption of management innovation, as presented in Figure 3 . This model derives from an analysis of the two extant models of management innovation [4] [5], and the three other general, well-cited, innovation models (innovation-development; innovation-decision; and innovation-adoption in organisations) [22] . This consolidated model posits that management innovation is a process that comprises three phases (initiation; implementation; and outcomes), and each phase is made up of non-linear episodes. Decision-making takes place across the whole process. The consolidated model uses terms that are mainly drawn from Rogers' (2003) innovation-decision and innovationadoption models [22] . There are, however, four labelling exceptions at episode level:
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(1) The label 'operationalisation' is used instead of 'implementation' so as to avoid an episode having the same name as a phase. (2) The labels 'clarification' and 'routinisation' are used instead of 'clarifying' and 'routinising' so that all the episodes in phase 2 and 3 are labelled as nouns (3) The label 'discontinuation' is used instead of 'consequences' to draw a clear contrast with 'routinisation'. It is the model presented in Figure 3 that was tested in a 'live' environment as part of the study reported in this paper, with the intention of generating further insight into the process of adoption of management innovation. The means by which this was achieved is outlined below.
Research design: site selection, material collection and data analysis
The findings reported here derive from an extensive study that focused on an exploration of the process of adoption of KM as a management innovation in an organisational setting. The site for data collection was PuSA. PuSA is a large national public sector agency responsible for economic development in a European country. The organisation directs its operations from a headquarters office in a major city through twelve distributed agencies. Across the full period covered in this research PuSA employed a minimum of 1500 and a maximum of 2500 staff.
The research approach adopted for this study was inductive. Qualitative multi-methods were deployed to gather and analyse data for a longitudinal timeframe of 13 years (1995-2008) . The main focus of the analysis was the extent to which the phases and episodes articulated together in Figure 3 are applicable in the adoption of KM, conceptualised here as a management innovation. Its ultimate goal was to provide additional insight on the adoption process associated with management innovation. This is an underexplored theme in both the innovation and KM literature, as has been highlighted above.
Materials for analysis were collected from electronic sources generated over the full 13-year period, and from participant observations made over five of these years during which time the first author was an employee of PuSA. She led and executed the research processes as described below (including data gathering, coding and analysis) in consultation with the second author. Two main types of materials were gathered for analysis. The first comprised historical archive material generated within PuSA between 1995 and 2003. The second set can be classed as 'situated material' on the basis that it was gathered in situ between 2003 and 2008. These materials comprised 8732 documents and online files, 4567 e-mail threads and extensive field notes. Once assembled, the materials were sorted into electronic folders by theme and categories in a case study database.
From a close analysis of the materials it was possible to construct a chronological timeline of the KM implementation between 1995 and 2008. The chronology referred to the milestones and events in the implementation, as well as to the textual material gathered to evidence its development. As preparation for drawing conclusions from the chronological data, codes were then assigned manually to the data. This follows practice in processual research [26] and longitudinal case study research [27] .
Manual coding of the data facilitated the identification of phases and episodes of this particular management innovation. From these codes it was also possible to expose decision-making points across the adoption process. The analysis conducted on the data that referred to milestones, events, and texts on the chronological timeline of the KM implementation revealed that phases and episodes in the first iteration of the consolidated model ( Figure 3) were evident in practice at PuSA. This is discussed further below with reference to specific findings drawn from the analysis. Table 4 summarises the activities related to the process of adoption of the management innovation as evidenced in the data collected in the case study. Detailed analysis of the findings revealed that the consolidated model of the process of adoption of a management innovation ( Figure 3 ) can be further extended and refined with reference to:
Findings
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(1) The labelling of phases and episodes (2) The sequence of phases and episodes (3) Decision-making across the process These adaptations are discussed in detail below. Table 5 shows that the broad articulation of the adoption of management innovation through three phases, as proposed in the development of the consolidated model in Figure 3 , can be observed in practice. A contribution of this study is thus confirmation of these three distinct phases. Findings from the empirical study prompted the relabelling of two episodes: 'matching' becomes 'selection/matching', and 'persuasion' becomes 'persuasion/validation'. For the former, this reflects that (a) KM tools were selected to match the agenda for sharing knowledge across the organisation, and (b) a task force was selected to facilitate the implementation of these KM tools in the initiation phase of the adoption process at PuSA. A further reason for the addition of term 'selection' is preference for its use over matching in the KM literature (for example, [11] ). The term 'validation' is combined with 'persuasion' to take into account the marketing activities, such as staff roadshows, introduced at PuSA to validate the introduction of KM.
The labelling of phases and episodes
The sequence of phases and episodes
A further key finding from this study is that the phases and episodes have to be considered separately: the distinction between each of the three phases (initiation, implementation, and outcomes) was clearly identifiable in PuSA. However, it is not the case that each phase runs in sequence, where one starts at the point that the previous one ends. Rather, the phases may overlap. As far as episodes are concerned, their sequencing was confirmed at PuSA to be non-linear within each phase. This finding aligns with arguments presented in the prior literature (for example, [4] [11] [28] [29] ). In addition, episodes may occur at the same time. This was evident in PuSA where the implementation and modification episodes ran in parallel. For example, a number of modifications to the KM programme were introduced alongside attempts to operationalise the three initial KM tools selected (communities of practice, and intranet, and knowledge packs).
A further finding from this study is that the agenda-setting and knowledge/research episodes are recursive. The data analysed for this study revealed how PuSA identified a general organisational need/problem, i.e. to change a knowledge-oriented organisation. This motivated an external search for new (albeit pre-existing) approaches that could address the need for knowledge sharing across the organisation. It was through this extended search that additional opportunities for management innovation were found. This, in turn, resulted in the identification of more specific organisational needs/problems to address. Although discussed in earlier published work [22 pp 171-172] , this recursive cycle of agenda-setting and knowledge/research is not depicted in extant models of innovation.
Decision-making across the process
The output from empirical work confirms that decision-making in the adoption of a management innovation occurs at three points:
(1) Within episodes: decisions relate to organisational change, and/or to the management innovation in question (which, in this case, is KM) (2) Between phases: decisions relate to further adoption or rejection of the management innovation, and in the case of further adoption lead into the transition from one phase to another (3) Between episodes: a decision to reject (or discontinue) after routinisation has occurred The empirical work conducted for this study revealed that groups of decisions take place within specific episodes of the three phases of a management innovation. Table 6 provides an overview of the groups of inter-related decisions between alternatives that were identified at PuSA.
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By the Journal of Information Science: http://jis.sagepub.co.uk Table 6 . Groups of inter-related decisions in the adoption of KM as a management innovation Decision groups (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) Decisions between alternatives (and/or decisions) The analysis revealed that the adoption of KM as a management innovation is aided when there is compatibility of decision making. This applies both within, and across, decision groups. For example, if the agenda for change (the first element of decision group 1) is to further organisational goals through the facilitation of organisational change, then the required depth of change (the second element in decision group 1) is conceptual (deep) so that it has the desired impact on organisational culture. For the sake of compatibility with these decisions in group 1, the extent of change (the first element of decision group 2) needs to be broad across all organisational functions; the direction of change (the second element of decision group 2) should be top-down; the KM approach (the third element of decision group 2) should be push-innovation; and the modifiability (the fourth element of decision group 2) such that KM will extend horizontally across organisational boundaries.
A lack of compatibility across decision-making threatens the adoption of a management innovation. In this case decision-making in the agenda-setting and selection/matching episodes of the initiation phase that was incompatible with decision-making in the implementation phase had negative consequences at PuSA. For example, the decision to introduce a distributed KM task force that reported to different managers in different locations meant the focus of KM efforts was on delivering KM at a subsidiary, rather than, pan-organisational level. This was at odds with an established agenda for fostering knowledge sharing across the organisation. It also necessitated efforts to facilitate subsidiary delivery of KM in the modification episode of the implementation phase of adoption. These had corresponding negative impacts on the operationalisation and clarification/confirmation episodes. Difficulties were experienced in implementing KM in an environment where local practice differed in the subsidiaries. For example, there was great variety of how staffing was resourced in the subsidiaries where those in KM roles were recruited to different timescales, contracts, grades and salary scales and had a range of job titles, competencies, roles and measures of performance. In addition the purpose of the implementation was not well-understood due to the resulting mix of approaches adopted across different parts of the organisation. Such issues are further compounded in a management innovation when there is ad-hoc operationalisation in the absence of clear decision-making in the initiation phase. In this case no explicit decisions were made regarding KM strategy, the approach (pull or push), and degree of staff participation, nor to incorporate the KM tools into PuSA's policies, processes or procedures. This put the adoption of the implementation as a whole at PuSA at risk.
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Discussion: an extended and refined model of the process of adoption of management innovation
The aim of this study was to provide additional insight on the adoption process associated with management innovation. First, a consolidated model that includes decision-making was generated from the innovation literature to test in an empirical setting (Figure 3) . This model is supported by groups of decisions between alternatives (see Table 2 ). From the findings of the empirical study above, together with the evaluation of literature, an extended and refined model of the process of adoption of management innovation can generated, as depicted in Figure 4 below. Of note is how this extended and refined model differs from Rogers' (2003) general innovation-adoption model [22] (see Figure 2) . The main differences are:
 The initiation phase in the extended and refined model includes a modified episode (knowledge/research) and a new episode (persuasion/validation)  In the implementation phase the extended and refined model presents a further a modified episode (clarification/confirmation)  Between the implementation and outcomes phase in the extended and refined model there is a decision-point that marks the between-phase transition
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The novelty of the inclusion of 'outcomes' as an additional phase, and 'discontinuance' as one of the episodes in this phase is worth consideration here. Models of innovation rarely consider failure as a possible outcome. While this proinnovation bias has been observed in both the innovation literature [22, p.106 ] and KM literature [30] , it is not common practice to draw attention to this possibility, especially in a graphical representation of innovation. Figure 4 addresses this criticism of prior work in the domain.
The extended and refined model has resulted from a piece of research that comprised the in-depth testing of a consolidated model of the process of adoption of management innovation (Figure 3 ) in a single live setting. It is recommended that future research assess and test the applicability of this new model in other types of organisations that have adopted management innovations. Of particular value would be studies over longer time periods so that an adoption can be explored in full to the point of routinisation/discontinuance. Such work would acknowledge the finding of this study, also noted in [31] , which suggests that to determine the continued routinisation and/or subsequent discontinuance of KM and associated organisational impacts, researchers need to gather material for data analysis over a period of a decade or more.
In any future assessment of the applicability of the extended and refined model attention should focus on: the omission of episodes; the sequencing of episodes; and transition between episodes. Such work will address factors evident in the extant literature that remain under-explored. These include such as the extent to which all episodes are evident in the innovation process; the ease of identification of episode sequences in the adoption of highly complex innovations; and transitions between episodes in organisational settings where decision-making is executed in an informal manner. The sequencing of decisions, and decisions between alternatives, is also worth further scrutiny. The empirical work discussed here shows that key decisions take place in two episodes: agenda-setting and selection/matching. This may not be representative of the sequence of decision-making in other organisational settings. It would also worth investigating whether the decisions between alternatives are reflective of all 'generic' decisions taken in the process of adoption of management innovation in general, as well as with respect to KM as a management innovation.
A further recommendation is that data collected in future similar studies use methods additional to those deployed in the study discussed here. Local constraints imposed by PuSA meant that it was not possible, for example, to interview or survey staff at PuSA. Had such data been analysed in conjunction with the documentary evidence and observations in situ, as is the case in mainstream case study research (as opposed to the approach described here which could be considered akin to techniques more readily deployed in the arts and humanities, such historical methods or in discourse analysis), it would have been possible to assess whether the staff at large were aware of, or recognised the phases and episodes in the adoption process of KM within their place of work, and organisational decision-making related to the implementation.
Conclusion
This work set out to generate new insight about the process of adoption of a management innovation, This has been achieved through an in-depth investigation of a KM programme in a European public sector organisation. The study makes three primary contributions: (1) it widens understanding of the process of adoption of management innovation (a process that, to date, has been neglected in favour of the process of generation); (2) it identifies decision-making related to the changes required for adoption of a management innovation; and (3) it has developed a model of the process of adoption of management innovation that includes decision-making. These contributions are theoretically significant because, to date, no attempt has been made to model decision-making for the process of adoption of management innovation (in general), or KM. Nor has any attempt been made to draw on the prior literature, and significantly Rogers' (2003) innovation-adoption and innovation-decision models [22] , to form a model for the adoption of management innovations in organisational settings. In addition, unlike the earlier studies of the adoption of management innovation, the research discussed here focused on processes. As such it adds a fifth perspective -'processual' -to the classifications of management innovation research, as previously identified in the literature [4] (as noted in section 2.2 above).
The extended and refined model of the process of adoption of management innovation is also of practical use to those who seek to adopt KM within organisations, particularly because it can be used as a project management tool for the identification of phases and episodes to consider during the process of adoption, and decisions to be made at various points across the process. This practical usefulness of the work distinguishes it from other studies that consider the evolution of KM through stages (for example [32] [33]), ages (for example [34] ), phases (for example [35] ), and generations (for example [36] [37] ). These prior studies are significant because they provide necessary explanations of how the domain has matured over time, and is achieved, for instance, with reference to the focus of KM strategies (such as codification to personalisation), or by drawing attention to the theoretical underpinning for delivering KM in practice (for example with reference to philosophical interpretations of fundamental terms and research perspectives). However, such work is often of low practical value to those engaged in navigating the process of adoption of knowledge management in practice in organisational settings. In contrast, by exposing the process of adoption of KM as a management innovation, and drawing attention to decision making related to the acquiring, adapting and deploying components of KM, this study provides insight that is both useful in practice and adds to theoretical development within the domain. 
